Introduction
As a nation of over fifty million foreign-born persons, the United States has experienced a wide variety of settlement patterns over the past two hundred years. Most typically, however, immigrants have followed the trail of "economic opportunity" often beginning with family relatives. Getting a start in a new society has always been and remains an awesome undertaking. Relatives provide vital resources, information, and social contacts through which one may first gain employment. Most immigrants initially settle in ethnic communities for this very reason. However, the Hmong, like other Southeast Asian refugees, begin arriving in the United States afte r 1975 without the benefit of any pre-established ethnic communities to move into. Furthermore, most Hmong did not come to America with the intent of seeking a new life but rather with the intent of preserving their old life in a new location.1 This is the distinction that Jeremy Hein draws between a group having a predominantly "migrant orientation" versus a "minority orientation."2 In light of these differences, the settlement patterns of Hmong and other IndoChinese refugees may be anticipated to differ from the more traditional immigrant groups.
The secondary migration literature shows that Southeast Asian refugees fit into a singular pattern---substantial geographic dispersal, over one-half million Southeast Asian refugees (mostly Vietnamese, Chinese , Cambodians, Lowland Lao, and Highland Hmong) by 1982, followed by substantial secondary migration. This internal resettlement resulted in residential movement towards "the West and South and towards areas of higher refugee population."3 The causes of this secondary migration stem from a variety of factors foremost of which are indicated to be the search for stable employment and reunion with relatives.4 Regarding the first of these, Kelly notes that while the occupational qualifications of the Southeast Asian refugees (in terms of basic census categories) are similar to the general United States population, they tend to be have a difficult time finding jobs that pay above the minimum wage scale. Especially for the Vietnamese, this signifies downward mobility and tends to preserve dependence upon the US welfare system for economic survival.S Regarding the second of these, Mortland and Ledgerwood conclude that Southeast Asian resettlement " ... is part of a larger process: it is a voluntary act by the refugee that is profoundly influenced by traditional kinship relationships, patronage systems, [and] Southeast Asian mobility." 6 At present there appears to be much general confusion and some public ill-feeling directed at the Hmong refugee population in the United States. Much of this is based upon myth and misinformation. One such mistaken notion is that the Hmong are a "nomadic people." Another such notion is that the Hmong lack a strong "work ethic" and as Bulk-Hmong on the Move such prefer welfare dependence over economic self-sufficiency. To gether, these mistaken notions suggest that American Hmong have become welfare nomads. As Congressman Mazzoli stated it on the record, "refugees have come to view welfare as an entitlement and quickly abandoned their cultural work ethic."? As wrong as these notions are, they can easily be misconstrued from only a superficial acquaintance with the pertinent facts . This paper will attempt to shed some light upon the phenomenon of Hmong secondary migration in the United States. The term secondary migration is used here to designate the geographic relocation of an ethno racial group subsequent to its initial settlement. Since fully 89 percent of the Hmong in the United States (as of the 1990 Census) have become geographically concentrated in only three states---California, Wisconsin, and Minnesota---the question of "why this has happened" naturally arises, especially in light of the fact that there was no effort at all on the part of the federal refugee programs to encourage this type of concentrated settlement. Indeed, to the extent that there was any national refugee resettlement policy, it was to encourage a geographic dispersal of Southeast Asians so as to minimize social and economic impact upon local communities. This paper will attempt to clarify both "how and why" this contrary pattern of geographically concentrated Hmong family settlement came about and is continuing.
Hmong Heritage
In the first place any notion that the Hmong people are by tradition nomadic needs correction. While it is true that Hmong highland villages tend to move every ten years or so, this is not because the Hmong value "geographic mobility" per se as, for example, the Rom (Gypsies) or Bedouin traditionally have. On the contrary, the principal reasons that whole Hmong villages move are either that the nearby land has become infertile after years of slash and burn agriculture or to get away from an outbreak of disease believed to be caused by the presence of evil spirits, especially the phim nyuj vaim or "forest spirits" .8 However, once the decision to move has been made by the village leaders, the new site is ra rely more than two days walk from the old site. This is partly because new sites are often selected on the basis of favorable hunter and traveler reports from local community members. Also, by custom, it is considered "too risky" to allow children to sleep in the forest for more than one night at a time since traditional belief has it that when children sleep outside of the protective enclosure of the Hmong home, the phim nyuj vaim pose a very real threat to the child's health (this is referred to as "soul loss" ).9 This and numerous other more pragmatic considerations explain why Hmong are generally hesitant to resettle. Of course, this cultural fact may be obscured by showing the vast distances that Hmong people have journeyed across the Asian continent (from Northern China to Central China to Southern China to Laos) over the past several millennia.1 o Nonetheless , these major geographic movements of Hmong population have been infrequent, highly sporadic, and typically driven by Han military force. In short, the Hmong are not properly desc ribed as "nomadic," at least not by any standard definition. 11
Hmong Wor k Ethic
Likewise, any notion that Hmong people are lazy or deficient in a "work ethic" flies in the face of the facts. Indeed, it is not uncommon to hear adult Hmong say that mainstream Americans are "lazy" by comparison to themselves. As swidden (slash and burn) farmers, the traditional Hmong lifestyle was one of hard physical labor from sunrise to sunset. They grew all their own food supplies, hunted wild game, built their own houses and furniture, and manufactured their own clothing, jewelry, and musical instruments. The misconception of the Hmong as being "lazy" apparently derives from the observation that many American Hmong are currently unemployed and receiving welfare assistance. From this it is inferred that "these people" must not place a high value on "working." However, this has little or nothing to do with Hmong values towards work.1 2 Most adult Hmong who are currently without jobs lack English language fluency, lack background in formal education, and do not possess any marketable trade skills. Beyond this, many of the elder Hmong adu lts no longer feel any obligation to work as their children are now expected to support their parents in their old age as has always been the Hmong tradition. None of this, however, demonstrates any loss of a work ethic. Those Hmong who have found employment (mostly in factory work) are recognized to be reliable, hard workers. Likewise, their children are widely recognized to be hard-working students reflecting their community's normative pressures to excel in their labors.
Clan Obligations
One vital aspect of Hmong heritage is their clan system of social organization. There are a total of 22 Hmong clans of which only 14 are common in the United States---Chang, Hang, Her, Khang, Ko ng, Kue, Lee, Lor, Moua, Thao, Va ng, Vue, Xiong, and Ya ng.13 Much of Hmong identity as well as social obligation is rooted in the person' s clan affiliation. Most significantly, as re lates to the thesis of this paper, where a person resides is greatly influenced by one's clan. Most Hmong villages in Laos, for example, are almost entirely composed of members of the same clan. Upon birth a child always becomes a member of his or her father's clan. And upon marriage the wife always joins her husband's clan while still retaining her birth name (in other words, her father's clan name).
After marriage, the husband also becomes a sort of in-law member of his wife's clan and a pattern of mutual assistance between the spousal clan groups will be encouraged.
The importance of the clan in Hmong social organization is reflected in the fact that persons of the same clan (xeem) are considered brothers and sisters and Hmong who travel may anticipate being given food and lodging as well as other ass istance by their clan brothers and sisters despite having never met them before. This clan support extends across the nation and across the world and there are approximately 10 million Hmong in the world today. Another indicator of the central role of the clan in Hmong life is the custom that a person cannot die in the household of another Hmong clan. And when a Hmong man dies his clan is obligated to care for his surviving wife and children. The general importance of the clan to the Hmong social community is reflected in most aspects of daily living including conflict resolution. Clan leaders, when needed, will be called upon to help resolve marital disputes , assist in disciplinary problems involving children, and even give advice about possible family relocation. It is noteworthy that the social importance of the clan for the Hmong refugee stands in sharp contrast to the comparably lesser role that it plays in the social life of the Vietnamese refugee.14
Extended Family Obligations
Obligations to the extended family also influence the settlement patterns of Hmong who are, by tradition, patrilineal. This is in sharpest contrast to the Cambodians and Lowland Lao who follow decidedly more bilateral lineage systems. The indirect role that family obligations play in Hmong secondary migration cannot be overstated and should not be regarded as common to all Southeast Asian peoples. Hmong tradition has always been for grandparents, uncles, aunts, parents, and children to live within the same household. While this is often difficult if not impossible to accommodate in the United States, members of the extended family still attempt to reside in close proximity to one another. In short, there is a normative family reunification that impacts all members of the extended family unit. Beyond this there are a myriad of social obligations that serve to draw the Hmong extended family together. Fo remost of these obligations is to care for and respect one's elders. The adage---"Elders see the sky first"---indicates the high status and esteem accorded to those family members with the most years of life experience. And so while young Hmong may venture out in search of new lands and new opportunities, they are nonetheless bound by a whole network of family support obligations which cannot be fulfilled without residential proximity to one' s extended family. For example, when a Hmong elder dies, it is a family obligation to arrange the ceremony in which a Hmong shaman will guide the soul of the deceased to the spirit world. The settlement patterns that Hmong exhibited were not uniform reflecting an inconsistent set of federal and state policies compounded further by Hmong "economic explorations" and subsequent attempts to promote family re unification. In the first years of Hmong settlement in the United States, the refugees had little to say about their geographic placement. Instead, these initial placements were controlled by the voluntary resettlement agencies (volags) which were private non-profit organizations that were funded largely by the US State Department. These volags were largely New York-based and Atlantic-facing. They relied heavily upon the benevolence of Catholic Charities and other church organizations willing to assist in the resettlement of single Hmong families. Not surprisingly this resulted in a general pattern of geographic dispersal. However, by the early 80s, the newly-settled Hmong families began serving as sponsors for incoming Hmong refugees, especially fellow clan members. This, in combination with the first secondary migration of Hmong refugees, resulted in "a strong movement of Hmong and other Highland Lao refugees from elsewhere in the nation to the Central Va lley of California."1 9
This influx of Highland Lao refugee population into California---90 percent of which was Hmong---spurred immediate federal action to deflect this secondary migration. The purpose of this deliberate intervention was to promote Highland Lao community stability outside of the State of California. The specific action taken was given the name Highland Lao Initiative (HLI) and it was directed at approximately 32,000 Highland Lao refugees located in some 44 communities within the United States but outside of California. The funding agency of this federal program was the Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR) of the U. S. Department of Health and Human Services. At this time about 60 percent of the Highland Lao refugees were concentrated in California and Minnesota and the HLI targeted the remaining 40 percent. The population estimates and locations of the targeted sites are provided in Ta ble 1. As may be observed from this table, the HLI-funded sites were, in fact, geographically scattered. The basic strategy of the HLI was to make these particular settlement areas more attractive to the Highland Lao refugees through selective funding of special services needed by these refugees. Specifically, the funded services included outreach (for example, interpretation, transportation, and advocacy services for individual Hmong), job placement, on-the-job training, vocational training, craft development, English as a Second Language (ESL), farm and gardening assistance, child care support, and some business development help.2o Examining the short-term impact of these single year federal funding initiatives (some of which were continued and some not), reveals that secondary migration away from the non-Wisconsin sites proceeded slowly. Specifically, there was a net population decline in these sites of only 3 percent (from 15,302 in the Fall of 1983 to 14, 866 in the Fa ll of 1984) whereas the Wisconsin sites simultaneously showed a sharp 37 percent increase (from 2,882 to 3,936).2 1 When we measure the longer-term impact of this initiative by looking at the geographic distribution of the Hmong in 1990, it appears that the initiative was largely successful in deflecting secondary migration away from California. Whereas the Hmong in California represented 52 percent of the total American Hmong population in 1990, this contrasts with an approximate figure of 51 percent for 1983, the year the HLI began.22
However, this relative stability in the aggregate Hmong population in the State of California between 1983 and 1990 should not obscure the large amount of secondary migration that coincided with this period. As an inspection of Ta ble 2 makes plain, there was an aggregate Hmong population loss of some 10,994 persons from 20 states between 1983 and 1990. The largest of these population losses occu rred in the states of Illinois, Rhode Island, and Utah which together account for 42 percent of this Hmong out-migration. Bulk-Hmong on the Move In sharp contrast to this pattern, Ta ble 2 also indicates that 11 states experienced an aggregate Hmong population increase of 54,456 between 1983 and 1990. And in this group, the three states of California, Minnesota, and Wisconsin account for 72 percent of the aggregate increase in Hmong population. In short, the data give evidence of quite substantial amounts of Hmong population redistribution over a re latively short span of time. As re latively little of this change might be accounted for in terms of differential fe rtility, we may safely conclude that it is principally the result of secondary migration trends supplemented, to some extent, by new refugee arrivals who would predictably tend to follow the movement patterns of their sponsori ng families.
Other insights into Hmong migration and settlement patterns are provided when we look at the geographic distribution of various Southeast Asian groups by the time of the 1990 Census. One fact is readily apparent; namely, California remains the State of preeminent attraction to most Asian immigrant groups in America. 
Explaining Hmong Settlement Patterns in America
There appear to be two primary forces which have been driving the Hmong resettlement patterns---first, prospects for both immediate and long-term economic betterment and second, extended family and clan obligations. Adding on to these factors , secondary influences on Hmong resettlement include prospects for farming, access to job training and ESL programs, access to short-term welfare support (mainly AFDC), favorable climate and topography, and avoidance of large congested metropolitan areas. In short, this analysis suggests that the Hmong in America are attempting to make the best out of a most difficult circumstance by attempting to recover their accustomed economic self sufficiency without an undue abandonment of their familial and clan obligations which are at the core of their cultural identity.
Initiatives Towards Economic Betterment
The various federal site reports on Hmong resettlement provide a rich record of how central the economic betterment motive is to their secondary migration patterns. And yet this does not mean that the Hmong uncritically accept the first job offer they get. Some Hmong actually leave jobs in search of language programs and/or vocational training opportunities which carry hopes of better future employment. To illustrate this, the cases of Hmong migration to and subsequently away from Fort Smith, Arkansas and Po rtland, Oregon will be briefly examined. Fort Smith will be discussed first as a case of planned secondary migration away from Southern California (one of the Hmong magnet states). Subsequently, the Portland, Oregon case will be discussed to highlight other factors (but especially the role of state and federal welfare policies) that jointly serve to influence Hmong secondary migration.
The Fort Smith Case
The first Hmong families to move to Fort Smith arrived in November, 1979 and were soon followed by others who fo rmed a cohesive Hmong community of 296 by 1983. Surprisingly, "as many as eighty percent of the employable adu lts who went to Fort Smith were not on public assistance prior to their move but left steady, full-time jobs in order to gO."25 The oddity of this resettlement effort is compounded by realizing that this move meant leaving rather than rejo ining relatives. This puzzling migration of Hmong into an uncharted region of the United States is best understood as an outgrowth of Hmong planning for long term economic self-sufficiency. The site report ind icates that, rightly or wrongly, the Hmong leaders believed that by re locating in Fort Smith a number of social and economic advantages would accrue; namely, it was believed that there were good prospects for many manufacturing jobs, that there were reasonable prospects for small farming, that it was feasible for Hmong to pursue self-employment through small business ventures, that the cost of living in Arkansas was less than most other states, and in general that their chances of becoming independent of welfare and uncertain employment were improved. In short, the whole Fort Smith community relocation was premised upon prospects of economic betterment with less government interference stemming from welfare dependence. It is noteworthy as well that this "pioneer community" attracted Hmong families from various parts of California, from Montana (Missoula), from Illinois, from Oklahoma, from Minnesota (St. Paul), and from Utah (Salt Lake City) .
However, in spite of an auspicious start, economic difficulties soon arose in a faltering state economy. Many jobs were lost and the dreams of becoming self-employed by acquiring and farming land, raising livestock, and creating business enterprises quickly faded. Instead, many Hmong families found themselves unemployed, without AFDC eligibility, and with mounting hospital bills incurred as a result of childbirth and illnesses. By 1988, there were only 46 Hmong in the State of Arkansas and by 1990 only 23. The Hmong, in this scenario, were clearly motivated to move into and later out of the State of Arkansas primarily by employment prospects and the likelihood of being able to farm for a living. And today there is a similar movement of Hmong into the State of South Carolina seeking an agricultural lifestyle where economic selfsufficiency might be possible without the necessity of welfare dependence and where traditional family and clan obligations might more easily be observed.
The Portland Case
The Hmong settlement in and subsequent mass migration out of Portland, Oregon begins in 1976 and extends over the decade of the 1980s. The first Hmong to arrive in Portland in 1976 were among the earli est refugee arrivals of this group in the United States. As was customary at this time, these refugees were handled by voluntary agencies such as the Catholic Resettlement Office of Catholic Charities who identified sponsors to assist these families in the initial adjustment to American society. However, by 1981 , Hmong families already settled in Portland began assuming the major role of sponsors for new arrivals from the refugee camps of Thailand. 26 These new arrivals plus added secondary migration swelled the size of the Portland Hmong community to a peak of 4,500 by December, 1981 . However, an exodus migration to the Central San Joaquin Va lley of California began in the Fall of 1981 and continued through the Spring of 1983 dropping the Hmong population in Portland to one-fourth its prior size (1 ,068 persons). And since then the Hmong population in the entire State of Oregon has dropped to just 438 persons. In order to account for this 90 percent decimation of the Portland Hmong community in less than a decade, we must consider both the push and pull factors operative in this State. Among the variety of pull factors were the dream of small farming opportunities in California, access to more English language training programs in California, the desire to promote family reunification, and access to family welfare programs in California.
Foremost among the push factors were the changing federal policies defining welfare eligibility for the Hmong refugees. As many Hmong arrived in the US without either English speaking aptitude or marketable job skills, the need for special training and/or temporary cash assistance was critical. And, since most states had "family composition" restrictions which excluded two parent Hmong families from AFDC eligibility, the federal Government enacted various bills between 1975 and 1992 extending cash assistance to needy IndoChinese refugees. This commenced with the IndoChina Migration and Assistance Act of 1975 and was followed by the IndoChina Migration and Refugee Assistance Act of 1977. These bills were followed by the well-known Refugee Act of 1980 which removed "family composition" welfare requirements and created the Refugee Cash Assistance (RCA) program. This important program provided for the federal Government to pay 100 percent of the public assistance costs of each arriving IndoChinese refugee over a three year period. However, beginning in 1982 federal subsidy of RCA was diminished to 18 months and was then reduced to only 8 months in 1992. The consequence of this vanishing federal welfare subsidy for IndoChinese refugees was to elevate the importance of state welfare policies. And Oregon was one of the twenty-four states that restricted AFDC eligibility to single parent families.27 Since Hmong are a very family-oriented group with an extremely low divorce rate, relatively few Hmong families in Po rtland met the single parent AFDC requirement, thereby intensifying the economic pressure to resettle.
By contrast, California extends AFDC eligibility to needy families without regard to whether or not both parents are living together. In addition, California and Wisconsin are among the few states who take the generous approach in interpreting the rule that recipients prove that they have worked for six of the previous thirteen quarters in order to be eligible for welfare support.28 As a consequence, welfare eligibility policies resulted in a strong motive force to leave Oregon and enter neighboring California.29 This is in fact the locality to which most of the Portland Hmong did migrate.
It is of telling significance that of the 1,068 Hmong in Portland in 1988, some 87 percent of the families there were economically self sufficient. This is in sharp contrast to the 28 percent of the Hmong families in California that were self-sufficient as of this same date. While there is no ignoring the fact that the three States attracting the greatest Hmong population growth between 1983 and 1990 are the same states with the highest percentage of families on welfare , this should not be interpreted to mean that Hmong prefer welfare dependency over economic self sufficiency. On the contrary, as the Portland case indicates, the Hmong are inclined to migrate mostly out of economic necessity. Those Hmong families who have been successful in earning enough money to get off welfare subsidy have for the most part chosen not to migrate even when many kinsmen from the same locality have moved on in search of better employment prospects. Good evidence of this is provided by compari ng the average economic self-sufficiency of the Hmong communities identified as positive-growth and those identified as negative-growth in Ta ble 2. The mean economic self-sufficiency of the families in the negative-growth Hmong communities is 84 percent while the families in the positive-growth Hmong communities have a mean economic selfsufficiency of just 30 percent. The number of Hmong families in this former group was 1 ,594 while the number of Hmong families in the latter group was 15,217. It appears that Hmong families without adequate jobs or adequate job prospects move on while those who have established some measure of economic viability remain. However, since most Hmong who succeed in becoming economically self-sufficient generally do not own businesses, their capacity to employ fellow Hmong or to sustain large numbers of dependents is very limited . This fact, in turn, accounts for much of the ongoing secondary migration. And the states most likely to attract the less fortunate job-seeking Hmong are California, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. The simple explanation for this is that these states have emerged as the "most friendly" towards the Hmong in terms of their AFDC policies and, equally important, in terms of their support services relating to language training and job placement. For example, Wisconsin and Minnesota were two of the five states which elected to participate in the Key States Initiative (KSI) in 1987. This is a federally funded, voluntary program that supports a set of coordinated actions to increase self-sufficiency of Hmong and other severely disadvantaged refugees. The essence of the KSI approach is to remove the most critical barriers to family self-sufficiency on a group-specific basis.3o
Extended Family and Clan Obligations
The fact that the large majority of the Hmong family units in the United States are not yet economically self-sufficient means that there are strong pressures on these families. And since some states have deliberately made programmatic efforts to meet the needs of the Hmong refugees, this has produced a certain gravitational pull towards either California, Wisconsin, or Minnesota. And this is where Hmong clan, family, and ancestral obligations enter as another powerful factor in explaining the group's resettlement patterns.31
As unemployed adult Hmong, who are still the majority, gravitate towards the states with the most refugee support services and the highest monthly AFDC cash payments, family reunification pressures tend to attract others who may be only marginally employed in other regions. As stated in one of the federal Hmong resettlement studies, "the attraction of family reunification and the desire of the population to live together seem to become an increasingly irresistible force, so that in places like the Central Valley of California, for example, migration continues even in the face of massive unemployment, high welfare dependence and inadequately funded social services."32 Of course, this same dynamic might work to pull Hmong out of the magnet states if a secure employment anchor were to be established elsewhere. However, given the large percentage of Hmong elders without English language fluency or transferable job skills and given the substantial amount of transgenerational family obligation (often referred to as "filial piety") that is characteristic of Hmong tradition, geographically scattered Hmong individuals become subject to a kind of cultural gravity that pulls them back together into clan groupings. The reality of this is best visualized in Ta ble 3 where the geographic spread of the Hmong across states can be seen as far less than fo r the Vietnamese, Cambodian, Laotian, or Thai groups. Recall that there were 20 states with fewer than ten resident Hmong persons.
And not unlike some ethnic groups in the United States but far more so than average, marriage outside the Hmong group is strongly discouraged. This is yet another ind ication of how traditional custom operates upon the Hmong to direct their geographic movements towards areas where other Hmong are already settled.33 Unlike mainstream Americans affiliated with nuclear family structures and relatively small numbers of close relatives, Hmong are affiliated with clans which recognize a measure of obligation in helping their members to adjust to their new society. While limited resources generally curtail the ability of Hmong to accommodate moves of large numbers of clan relatives to a given locality, the Hmong are still relatively free to change residence on a temporary or provisional basis. This tendency may lead to double counting of Hmong residents as they decide which residential locality is most promising for the future welfare of one's immediate family. Of course, it is true that Hmong ethnogenesis is part of a dialectical process through which ethnically negotiated adaptation to mainstream custom and law occurs. As such, the Hmong clan system of social organization continues, in its own right, to influence the patterns of residential movement exhibited by Hmong in the United States today. This influence extends to the traditional customs through which Hmong leaders decide when and to where it is appropriate to move their village. Hmong resettlement tendencies must be viewed in the context of a cultural heritage that subordinates the needs of the individual to those of the family (elders especially) and the clan. And it is in this larger context that the welfare needs of the Hmong elderly have a greater impact over the resettlement freedoms of the young than we realize. The conflict between Hmong and mainstream American welfare traditions is well expressed by Jeremy Hein as follows: "In the American mode of incorporation, refugees are expected to use state resources as individuals or households, not as members of an extended kin group or an ethnic community. Refugees' resist the social welfare system's individualization of the adaptation process and turn to their kin and ethnic networks for a collective response. Use of state resources is an element of their collective adaptation, and the result is a constant conflict between refugees and refugee managers."34
Conclusions
While the patterns of secondary migration exhibited by the Hmong refugees since 1975 are superficially baffling---showing as they do greatest population growth in those regions with the highest rates of unemployment and welfare dependence---there is nonetheless an explanation for this that does not in any way imply a deflated "work ethic" in this community. This explanation of Hmong residential movements focuses on the reconciliation of the twin goals of economic selfsufficiency, complicated by changing federal and state welfare policies, and the best efforts of the Hmong to accommodate their traditional obligations to family, clan, and ancestors . In some instances, such as the previously described resettlement in Fort Smith, Arkansas, prospects for economic self sufficiency were so strong as to risk resettling a Hmong community in a state with very few refugee support services and strict welfare policies which rendered most Hmong ineligible. The site records ind icate that those Hmong families around the country who have been successful in finding jobs and who have become economically self-sufficient are not so inclined toward movement as are those without such good fortune.
Nonetheless, a complete explanation of Hmong resettlement patterns requires that attention also be paid to the vital role that Hmong family, clan, and ancestral obligations play. Hmong are not "rugged individualists" in the mainstream American tradition who are free to migrate wherever they might choose without giving serious consideration to their community obligations. This imported cultural reality may be seen as alternately a strength and a liability in the move towards Hmong economic self-sufficiency in the United States. On the positive side, the Hmong community provides a solid anchor for pooling social and economic resources and supporting some persons who might not otherwise be capable of acquiring gainful employment. On the negative side, social ties to family and clan may serve to constrain the ready mobility of younger and more educated Hmong individuals.
And finally, beyond these core factors underlying Hmong secondary migration patterns, there are also a variety of secondary influences at work. For example, the Hmong tradition of farming continues to motivate many families to move into regions that they believe offer prospects of small farming.35 Another strong influence upon Hmong migration has been access to job training, job placement services, and English language programs (such as ESL) . In addition, the Hmong drive towards economic self-sufficiency cannot be divorced from the matter of changing federal and state welfare policies. The net impact of these changes has been to shift the welfare burden from the federal to the state level and in the process has resulted in some states being much more attractive to and supportive of Hmong social service needs.
Some lesser consideration has been given to the climate and topography of a region. Prior to their arrival in the United States few Hmong had any experience with the rigors of a frigid winter season nor were many accustomed to high density urban/industrial living. The one common thread that appears to bind the complex set of motivations for Hmong resettlement is "hope for the future." Not unlike so many immigrant and refugee groups in the history of the United States, the Hmong demonstrate a firm resolve to adapt to their new society. The great challenge confronting the Hmong is to accomplish this without, in the process, breaking their traditional kinship bonds which are at the core of their identity as a people.
In broad ove rview, we may conclude firstly that while public policy has attempted to encourage the geographic dispersal of Hmong across America, the kinship obligations of this group have effectively worked against this objective. Secondly, we may conclude that the pattern of Hmong secondary migration, exhibited in this paper, follows the general pattern of geographic concentration exhibited by the other Southeast Asian refugee groups but takes this pattern to a higher level. And finally, inasmuch as the Hmong continue to express a migrant as opposed to a minority orientation, the centrality of their extended family and clan obligations are likely to reinforce this resettlement pattern. 9 Hmong tradition holds that one or more of a person's souls (which may number as high as 32) may leave a person's body for a variety of reasons (e.g., fear, trauma) and when this occurs "disharmony" and "ill health" result. The shaman's job is "soul restoration" which requires that the shaman venture out into the spirit world on behalf of the afflicted party and recover the lost soul. 1 0Keith Quincy, Hmong: History of a People (Cheney, WA : Eastern Washington University Press, 1991), 26-55.
11At least by any standard definition of the word "nomadic," this is so. Consider that the word derives from the Greek word nomadikos and refers "to members of a tribe, nation or race having no permanent home but moving about constantly in search of food, pasture, etc." 1 2This is because people are often not able to act on their "values" as they would otherwise be inclined to if certain external constraints upon their behavior were to be re moved. One relevant example here is the state welfare policy which discourages a family head from working at a minimum wage level when such employment would result in approximately the same gross annual family income but with a loss of medical insurance cove rage for the family. In such a case, the desire to work must be sacrificed to the desire to meet the most basic survival needs of the family. 33While it is true that Hmong marriage tradition requires exogamy outside of one's own clan group, it is nonetheless quite rare fo r marriage to occur outside the ethnic group. This custom is likely to undergo some change in America but it is one custom whose modification rad ically threatens the preservation of Hmong heritage. 35As a most recent example of this (1 995) the Hmong population in North Carolina is reported to have risen to about 1,500 driven largely by prospects of farming opportunity.
